(cc: Jim) 


August 1, 1974 


Dear Harold, 

Thanks for your letter of 7/23, and the copy of the Archives letter to you. 

I am pleased that you are keeping me up to date &n developments. 

Your letter made a passing reference to anything I may still supply of the 
requests for documents you have made. In an earlier letter (7/16), you noted that 
I had not sent the Hosty stuff and said that you could give this "a special meaning." 
There is jssxkh no need to be obscure about this. In several of the letters which 
you have not had the time to consider carefully, I explained in considerable detail 
my arguments for using only the necessary minimum of material on the post-1/27 
investigation of Oswald and the FBI. Specifically, I feel strongly that the Hosty 
matter, which really is peripheral to this transcript, should not be presented 
± without the full documentation and extended analysis in Chapter 5 of my manuscript^. 

If you choose to just ignore my advice and go off on a tangent with a partial 
presentation of this subject, you will have to do it without my help. I certainly 
did not feel like sending you all the material without fcaxBi having had any indication 
that you were paying attention to my arguments. 

Your latest letter crossed in the mails with mine of 7/22, which included a 
copy of the letter I got from the Archives. I will make some additional comments 
on the basis of their letter to you: 

(1) Jim would be the expert, but saifkabd offhand I would doubt that you have 

the basis for an action against the Archives on the grounds of unfair or discriminatory 
treatment of this release. 

(2) As you know, Rhoads* language, that he made copies available to you and 
another requester (me), is misleading, since we know that at the same time he sent 
out these 2 copies he told Lifton that it was available. Thus, he may have notified 
others that it was available without sending copies. 

(3) Rhoads refers to the observed need for a skxtb review "in light of the 

upcoming 10th anniversary of the transcript's creation." Evidently the review was 
initiated around Jan. 27, 1974. This is certainly consistent with the spirit of 
E.O. 11652, especially part (C), which refers to mandatory review at any 

time after 10 years from the date of origin. However, that mandatory review appears 

to apply only to material which is exempted under (B) from the General Declassification 
Schedule, and in this case I don't think any such exemption has been claimed, for 
the following reasons the General Declassification Schedule (A) says that Top ShkXex 
S ecret material is declassified, if nfc? not exempted, not 10 years after the date 
of iaxxgxHa. origin, but "at the end of the tenth full calendar year following the year 
in which it was originated." In other words, the GDS requires declassification only 
as of Dec. 31, 22 1974; thus, an exemption would not yet have to have been xhxe 2 
invoked; thus, the mandatory review provision of (C) is not applicable. 

What I am trying to say is, as I read this the Archives could easily have put 
off the review until the end of 1974. 

(Jim should go over my analysis of this point. I am hampered by not having the 
full text of the E.O., only the first 2 pages of Section 5.) May bag thorc ir a 
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The point is that the Archives seems to have gone out of its rcasx way to initiate 
a review of this transcript. This could have been innocent, or it could have been 
done to ask moot your case, or to undercut you by sending the transcript to me and 
Lifton and maybe others at the same time. So, we have to ask if this is the only 
document to be reviewed under the E.O. so far. Smith's letter to me of July 10 
suggests the only other reviews under the E.O. were before the 10-year provision 
came into play, i.e. in 1972-3. Specifically, the other withheld transcripts, including 
some dated 1963, have not been reviewed since 1972. 

A. recognition by the Archives that this is all a little odd may explain iteexs 
their eagerness to do the aaS mandatory review of the other transcripts for me, although 
I did not specifically ask for it. (I have aixKXHkssd asked if they will do another 
review of all the Top Secret material next year. ) 

I have re-read section 5(D) of the E.O., which the Archives cited to you, and 
I frankly carit tell if which 10-year date is relevant in this situation - so maybe the 
Archives didu the right thing after all. If there is anything funny going on here, 

Jim will have to check it out for me. I'm confused. Sincerely, ft PLH 



